T HE DOCTRINE of the Spirit holds potential, I suggest, for interfaith discussion and understanding, and for Christians' dialogue with the secular world.
uniquely present and disclosed in the utter powerlessness of the obscene event of crucifixion-was contemptible and laughable, 4 and it is increasingly incredible today in a culturally and religiously pluralist society.
The typical modern strategy to be rid of the scandal of particularity was enunciated lucidly by G. E. Lessing: "Accidental, historical truths can never become evidence for necessary truths of reason." 5 According to this view, the doctrines formulated about Jesus are symbolic expressions of a general human truth or wisdom which arises from time to time out of human religious consciousness. The general truths of reason, as Lessing said, cannot be dependant upon contingent "facts." The "fact" of Jesus, then, is strictly speaking, dispensable. It is the religious or ethical truths that he teaches or which he symbolizes that have lasting value. It is "God," of whom he is a symbol, that matters. This is the approach to doctrine which Lindbeck calls "the experiential/expressivist view" (a view which Lindbeck does not espouse). According to this tradition, religious doctrines arise out of the "prereflective experiential depths of the self." 6 The gospel of cross and resurrection is of a piece with all religious truth and is not to be regarded as sui generis. The embarrassing scandal of particularity, then, is transcended, and the charge of arrogance avoided.
Christian believer to Jesus (Jn 12:32). The apokalypsis (revelation) in Jesus proves to be not simply one more instance of general human religious wisdom, but a reversal of the wisdom and righteousness of the world. It is evangelion. It is something not previously known, news of the reign of a humbled and suffering God of love, news, which is hidden from the wise and revealed to babes (Mt 11:25), of a sheer unconditional grace which unmasks the world's wisdom and righteousness. It is news embodied in the contingent fact of a poor Jew crucified outside the walls of Jerusalem two thousand years ago, who is said to have been raised from the dead.
The theology of the cross, with its primary source in Paul and developed explicitly by Luther, is a minority tradition in Christian theology which emphasizes the radical difference between the gospel of Jesus Christ and human wisdom. In the Heidelberg Disputations, Luther sharply contrasted theologia crucis and theologia gloriae. Regarding the latter, he declares in Thesis 21:
He who does not know Christ does not know God hidden in suffering. Therefore he prefers works to suffering, glory to the cross, strength to weakness, wisdom to folly, and, in general, good to evil. These are the people whom the apostle calls "the enemies of the cross of Christ" (Phil 3:18), for they hate the cross and suffering and love works and the glory of works.
9
Luther's radical rejection of human wisdom is a corollary of his understanding of justification by faith alone. The glory of human wisdom is another aspect of the proud "good works" that cause people to be puffed up. Luther knew little about the religions of the world and had never encountered a modern secularist. His rejection of human wisdom was particularly a rejection of theology based in Aristotelian philosophy, and of what we would call "natural theology": He deserves to be called a theologian ... who comprehends the visible and manifest things of God seen through suffering and the cross. The manifest and visible things of God are placed in opposition to the invisible, namely, his human nature, weakness, foolishness. The Apostle in 1 Cor 1 calls them the weakness and folly of God. Because men misused the knowledge of God through works, God wished again to be recognized in suffering and to condemn wisdom concerning invisible things by means of wisdom concerning visible things so that those who did not honour God as manifested in his works should honour him as he is hidden in his suffering.... Now it is not sufficient for anyone, and it does him no good to recognize God in his glory and majesty unless he recognizes him in the humility and shame of the cross.
10
Luther's theologia crucis was never widely understood or accepted in the days of cultural Christendom. Even Luther himself did not appear to realize the sociopolitical implications which some have found in it for church and mission. Today, though, this minority tradition is finding new and creative proponents among both Catholics and Protestants. Some contemporary political/contextual and liberation theologians, such as Jürgen Moltmann, Jon Sobrino, and Douglas Hall, have found theologia crucis fruitful for the formulation of relevant and credible theologies in our own time.
Jürgen Moltmann's rejection of what he calls "monotheism" in favor of a trinitarian faith in the crucified God of the cross is, amongst other things, a dialogical response to what he regards as a perfectly legitimate "protest atheism" in a world of terrible suffering. Moltmann's version of theologia crucis particularly addresses postholocaust twentieth-century atheism: "[I]n the broken mirror of an unjust and absurd world of triumphant evil and suffering without reason and without end it does not see the countenance of a God, but only the grimace of absurdity and nothingness." 11 The only ground for faith and hope in such a world is a theology of the cross which finds its way past protest atheism by recognizing in the crucified Christ suffering in God's being itself, and in its rebellion against suffering, "rebellion in God." 12 This is a very particular kind of faith in God, quite different from most traditional religious theism, whether Christian or other. Of particular interest to us here is Moltmann's argument that belief in such a vulnerable and risk-taking Deity calls for a risk-taking lifestyle, including vulnerability to the pain and potential joy of genuine listening to, and communication with, people of other faiths.
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Jon Sobrino, Salvadoran liberation theologian, working as he does in a context of unspeakable oppression, civil war, and poverty, rejects any "natural theology" that attempts to gain access to God through what is positive in existence. In a situation of drastic negativity, arguments for the existence of a benevolent God ring hollow, and a crucified God is the only one that makes sense.
14 He writes, "On the cross God does not show up as one who wields power over the negative from outside; 17 Hall calls for a renunciation of the Christian imperialist mentality, which is so glaringly incongruent with the crucified Christ. The spirit of success and the ideology of empire and faith in progress have so consistently informed Constantinian Christendom and the Church's mission that the wisdom of the cross and the power "made perfect in weakness" (2 Cor 12:9) has been all but forgotten. 18 A recovery of theologia crucis should enable Christians to begin to learn from others.
But what could Christians learn from others, if these others are possessors only of human wisdom, the "wisdom of the world," which is so to be contrasted with the wisdom of God in the cross? What can tolerance and respect mean for people who believe they alone are really in touch with the Truth? Can their humility in dialogue be anything but a sham in view of their claims to "the foolishness of God which is wiser than men" (1 Cor 1:25)? I believe we have a clue to this dilemma in a theology of the freedom and universality of the Spirit. But first let us consider what it means for people of faith to have tolerance in a pluralist society. major world-religious traditions can be found in our neighborhoods or places of work, challenging us, befriending us, even marrying our children. Often they exhibit qualities of reverence, peacefulness, justice, and integrity which we admire and respect. We believe we observe in them something of the "fruit of the Spirit" (Gal 5:22-23). We feel we can learn something of God's truth from them. We think we discern "wisdom" in them, and not only the "wisdom of the world." Also, people of no religious involvement at all are often found in social-action organizations-the peace movement, environmentalist or native solidarity groups-exhibiting a remarkable depth of spirituality and dedication to peace, justice, and the wholeness of creation. Moreover, many secular people exhibit an attractive personal wholeness, a quality of love and humility which appears to us to be "of God." We are reminded that "one who loves is born of God and knows God" (1 Jn 4:7). Both religious and secular non-Christians often appear to us to be doing God's work and contributing to the growth of God's reign in the world. A narrow understanding of God's presence and salvific activity becomes implausible in such a pluralist context as ours is, and there can be no doubt that context is properly a major ingredient in theological thought. What is thinkable or "seriously imaginable" 19 in our time and place inevitably has bearing on our hermeneutical selectivity in the use of Scripture.
What is culturally plausible, however, cannot be our primary criterion of theological truth, if, as a minority, we are to avoid being swamped by prevailing ideologies or intellectual fashions. A minority faith community will, by definition, adopt stances which seem incredible to the cultural majority. Christians who espouse a theology of the cross are explicitly opposed to what appears plausible in a success-and power-oriented world; indeed the whole notion of "scandal" directly implies that Christians are permanently at odds with the "wisdom of the world," and that their primary criterion of truth is the crucified and risen Jesus Christ.
Perhaps the predominant "wisdom" today is the popular religious relativism and agnosticism in which no particular religious truth claims are taken seriously. Religious beliefs are commonly regarded as subjective emotional preferences, or systems of meaning and value without ontological significance. 'Tolerance" often takes the form of abandoning particular truth commitments in a way that eventually undermines deep and passionate faith. But we cannot avoid the reality that, as Harold Coward put it, "to hold a belief is to believe that some-thing is true." 20 Nor is it enough to say "true for me." Truth claims are inevitably in some degree "exclusive," in the sense that when we assert some things to be so, we imply that other things are not so. It is not necessarily arrogant to make exclusive/universal truth claims; most of the world religions and philosophies do so. People make exclusive/ universal claims constantly in fields such as politics, ethics, aesthetics, without being accused of arrogance. We need to recognize that truth claims in theology (as in many other disciplines) are not universally demonstrable, i.e. we make statements about God, Jesus, salvation, by faith and not by sight (2 Cor 5:7). Hopefully we assert them in humility, acknowledging that others do not share them, and allowing others to make different faith statements, or none at all. This is tolerance, which is quite different from relativism.
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Relativism is, in the last analysis, quite intolerant, condemning or smiling condescendingly upon all particular religious truth claims. Carl Starkloff makes the point cogently: "[I]f I say that my way is merely a relative way, I call on the other to hold the same position. I find this a strange relativist absolutism that in the long run forbids us to challenge one another or to do very much more than to be nice to one another."
22 People of faith certainly cannot be relativists in this sense; we need to confess our faith forthrightly, and proclaim a message which we hold to be true. Our primary question, then, cannot be whether our context pushes us to open appreciation of other religious or secular stances (as it surely does), but whether internal dimensions of our own faith require such openness. To put it another way: our pluralist contextual experience pushes us around the hermeneutical circle back to our canonical sources to find in them a fresh, living Word for our time and place. I have already suggested that theologia crucis, for all its exclusivity, implies an attitude of respect and vulnerable give-and-take with those who do not share our faith. But I argue that there are other internal elements of Christian faith that move us toward such an attitude, and here I would especially focus on the biblical language of Spirit. When we look closely at "Spirit of God" and "Holy It should be noted that this uniqueness is not a claim to moral superiority, nor to deeper spirituality. Specifically, a theology of the cross is the total reversal of any such claim, emphasizing on the contrary that we are justified by faith apart from works of the law" (Rom 3:28). In light of this, the Christian is precisely the one who claims no moral or spiritual virtue. Indeed it is essential to the skandalon of the cross that Christ is the "end of the law" (Rom 10:14) . In a theology of the cross, those who "have the Spirit" are those who claim only the justification which is God's gift through faith in the God of cross and resurrection. Nevertheless, such particular claims, so out of step with the relativism of our pluralist society and offensive to general human and spiritual consciousness, will sound arrogant to contemporary ears. Further, they run the risk of contributing to the religious conflicts that plague humanity. It is the Christ who, having superseded the law, abolished the "dividing wall of hostility" between Jews and Gentiles. "He is our peace ... creating one new humanity" (Eph 2:14,16) . If the Christian gospel is to give offense, let it be the offense of the cross and not the offense of proud Christian superiority. Christians have to give others their due, and even "count others better" (Phil 2:3). That is why it is so important that, without renouncing this particularity, or reducing the scandal of the cross, we pay attention also to the universality of the Spirit's presence and work in the world.
UNIVERSALITY OF THE SPIRIT
The rich language of Spirit, with its implication of uncontained freedom, serves well to speak of God's universal activity. Its widespread usage among many religions and cultures 25 to speak of a reality which is both exterior and interior, both mindful and powerful, enables us to acknowledge that all creation lives and moves and has its being in God (Acts 17:28). The God who is Spirit cares for the whole creation. True human wisdom, we may conclude, is not mere foolishness, but a gift from God. The "wisdom of the world" may indeed be utterly false, but this cannot be said of all human wisdom as such, for all true hokmahisophia is of God. The "wisdom," the depth and wholeness which we discern in people of other religious traditions and in secular people, cannot be dismissed as idolatrous "wisdom of the world." Nor is it merely our contextual experience that pushes us to say this; as I have argued here, it is inherent in many parts of the biblical testimony that God is present to the whole world to grant wisdom, to bless, guide and shape the life of the whole human family and the whole earth.
A theology of the universality of the Spirit could appear to be at loggerheads with the exclusivity and particularity of a theologia crueis. capacity of human beings to know God and therefore relativize the need for revelation, nor to find in "religion" as such the possibility of salvation. Rather, the truth and wisdom found in North American native spirituality, in African traditional religion, in Islamic or Hindu religion, or in the "nonreligious," person, must be seen as God's gift. If the Spirit of God, whom Christians also name Spirit of Jesus Christ, is present and at work in all creation and with all people, we must eagerly expect to find truth and wisdom in many places. It is not for nothing that God's Spirit is omnipresent in the world. The presence of the Lord of exodus and resurrection is always for blessing, and for truth. That is why we listen intently to hear what God's wisdom has taught the Confucianist, the Taoist, the Muslim. That is why we thank God for the courage and love of justice which we find in many secular social activists; we may find in them too a risky and visionary thrust toward the future which is indeed an authentic "faith" response to the blowing of God's Spirit in history. 31 The freedom of the wind of God to be at work everywhere should allow us to give thanks for signs of the presence of God's reign which often appear more dramatic and authentic in the lives and work of non-Christians than in Christians.
Karl Barth, notable for his uncompromising stance toward "religion as unbelief and his insistence on the "one Word of God" which is Jesus Christ, also attempts a theologia crucis. Barth, being much more familiar with modern European secularism than with the world religions, is more positive about the former than about the latter, affirming that there are "true words spoken in the secular world." He does so on the basis of the resurrection of the crucified Christ, since "all the powers and forces of the whole cosmos are subjected to Him." 32 While explicitly mentioning the secular world, he affirms the presence and activity of God amongst all people:
[W]e recognize and confess that not we alone, nor the community which, following the prophets and apostles, believes in Him and loves Him and hopes in Him, but de iure all men and all creation derive from His cross, from the reconciliation accomplished in Him, and are ordained to be the theatre of his glory and therefore the recipients and bearers of His Word.... We can and must be prepared to accept "parables of the kingdom" in the full biblical sense, not merely in the witness of the Bible and the various arrangements, works Paradoxically it is this very particularity and scandalously exclusivist/ universalist faith in the crucified Christ as Savior of the world which can move us to an attitude of humility in our encounters with others, and to a genuine eagerness both to learn and to share.
